Religion and ethnicity have received signifi cant attention in the fi eld of gerontology, though these terms are often used in ways that are different from their usage in many of the social sciences. In much of the sociological literature, the term " ethnicity " is used to denote national origin, such as Italian or Irish ( Glazer & Moynihan, 1970 ) . Religion is usually examined in the context of a particular religious tradition or traditions, such as Catholicism or Buddhism ( Yinger, 1970 ) . Furthermore, attention is usually paid to change over time, so that the process of acculturation of immigrants and their descendants is also a regular topic of study ( Juliani, 2007 ; Thomas & Znaniecki, 1958 ) .
Research concerning the interaction between religion and ethnicity has extended into areas relevant to health and care, including the study by Zborowski (1969) of the different ways in which Italian, Irish, and Jewish American men reacted to pain and the work by McGoldrick & Giordano (1996) on the implications of cultural heritage for providing family therapy in different groups. In each case, the authors demonstrated that it is the mix of ethnicity and religion (rather than one of these alone) that leads to different understandings of events in life, affective styles, and worldviews. Taken together, this work points out how family roles and expressive style are shaped by cultural, that is, ethnic and religious, background within what is sometimes called the " Euro-American " group ( McGoldrick & Giordano, 1996 ; Zborowski) .
In contrast, in the fi eld of social gerontology, the term " ethnicity " has come to refer to racial -ethnic categories created by the Federal government to identify disadvantaged minority populations ( Campbell, 2002 ; Padgett, 1995 ) . The standard categories include White/Caucasian, Black/African American, Latino/Hispanic, Asian (with Pacifi c Islander sometime separated), and occasionally, American Indian/Native American categories that are treated as mutually exclusive and homogenous, despite the signifi cant diversity within racial groups and the growth of multiracial families (Padgett) . Religion is generally treated as an individual characteristic, much like functional health, that can be studied with broad universal questions and measured across individuals of all backgrounds ( Como, 2007 ; Herbet, Weinstein, Martire & Schilz, 2006 ) .
The implications of these different approaches to the defi nitions of " ethnicity " and " religion " are signifi cant. By defi ning ethnicity in primarily racial terms, a variety of social concerns are potentially confounded, including racial discrimination and minority status; cultural practices and beliefs; and values, norms, and expectations among groups. Treating religion as an individual characteristic rather than a social phenomenon also creates a situation in which the impact of specifi c religious traditions on beliefs, values, norms, and behaviors is missed when trying to understand the impact of religion on the lives of older persons. In addition, by treating ethnicity as a group characteristic and religion as a characteristic of an individual, we miss the ways in which these two dimensions shape each other, a topic that is almost absent in social gerontology with the exception of the study of faith issues among older African Americans ( Glicksman & Glicksman, 2006 ) . Furthermore, both ethnicity and religion are infl uenced by the processes of immigration and acculturation as well as by changes over the life course, which may play a signifi cant role in defi ning preferences, beliefs, behaviors, and well-being among older adults.
The Jews as a Test Case
To illustrate these points, we examine the case of older Jewish Americans. In the year 2000, there was an estimated population of 956,000 Jews aged 65 years and older. As more than 97% of those Jews are estimated to be Caucasian (see Table 1 ), the Jewish elderly are usually considered part of and undifferentiated from the majority population of older White Americans. Yet, this small population provides a unique window for examining the meanings and importance of religion, ethnicity, and ethnic acculturation processes, which may help us to better understand these domains among ethnically and religiously diverse older Americans more generally. American Jews have defi ned themselves as both a religious and an ethnic group. The dual defi nition is refl ected in the fact that while the most ubiquitous institution in American Jewry has been the synagogue (an institution set up for worship), membership in good standing has been more strongly linked to support of the State of Israel rather than fi delity to Jewish law ( Waxman, 1999 ) . Furthermore, the growing interest in individual spirituality has led some authors to question the continuing importance of ethnicity and support of the State of Israel to the self-identity of American Jews ( Cohen & Wertheimer, 2006 ) .
Aging in the American Jewish Community
Over the course of the 20th century, the American Jewish elderly have shifted from a primarily immigrant population to one that is mostly American born ( Glicksman & Koropeckyj-Cox, 1994 ) . They have also experienced two major shifts in the status of American Jewry since the Second World War. The fi rst was a shift toward greater tolerance and integration of Jews within American society, allowing for upward social and economic mobility as well as geographic mobility ( Sklare & Greenblum, 1979 ) . Integration and success in American society led to the second shift, moving away from more traditional forms of Jewish communal organization to forms that seemed more appropriate for their new status and geographic distribution. Although a minority have remained Orthodox, most older Jews affi liate with one of the more liberal denominations (Conservative or Reform) if they are affi liated at all ( Ament, 2005 ) . These older Jews have been part of a generation in transition; as the fi rst generation of Jewish grandparents born in the United States, they have had more in common with their grandchildren than their own immigrant parents ( Glicksman, 1991 ) .
The purpose of our investigation was to examine the current elements of American Jewish selfidentity among older adults in terms of ethnic -national, religious, and familial domains and what they may teach us about these interrelated domains in the lives of older Americans more generally. To accomplish this goal, we revisited and updated our analyses of the 1990 National Jewish Population Survey (NJPS) using data from the 2000 -2001 NJPS ( Glicksman & KoropeckyjCox, 1994 , 1997 NJPS, 2003 ) . We examined possible indicators of change over time in the process of assimilation as well as redefi nitions of what it means to be Jewish among the contemporary 
Methods

Data Sources
The 2000 -2001 NJPS was conducted by United Jewish Communities as a follow-up to the 1990 NJPS (hereafter NJPS 1990) . The purpose of the earlier survey was to gain a clearer understanding of the social and demographic characteristics of the American Jewish community as well as levels of Jewish identifi cation and assimilation through the creation of a national profi le ( Goldstein, 1992 ) . The NJPS 1990 used a nationally representative, multistage cluster sample ( Group, 1991 ) .
NJPS 1990 conducted interviews with 2,441 respondents, of whom 391 respondents were aged 65 years and older. Of those 391 elders, 356 (91%) defi ned themselves as " Jewish " (or what we call " core " in the 2000 -2001 sample), having reported being Jewish and not practicing any other faith ( Glicksman & Koropeckyj-Cox, 1997 ) .
The 2000 -2001 NJPS did not attempt to reinterview the 1990 sample. However, the 2000 -2001 NJPS was designed to allow for descriptive comparisons with the 1990 data to identify trends among American Jews. The sample was again selected using a national random-digit-dial method, calling more than 1.3 million phone numbers. The total number of persons who completed an interview was 5,148, of whom 1,192 were aged 65 years or older in 2000.
As with the 1990 data, we focused our analyses on those respondents who identifi ed themselves as Jewish or of Jewish background, resulting in a sample of 1,099 respondents (92% of the total number of elders). We further divided the sample of older, self-identifying Jewish respondents into core Jews (1,053 cases, or 96%) and noncore (46 cases, or 4%). Core Jews were those who both identifi ed their religion as Jewish and did not identify as adherents of any other faith ( n = 990) or who had a Jewish parent and identifi ed as having no faith or religion ( n = 53) or as atheists ( n = 10). The 46 noncore respondents reported that they were Jewish but also identifi ed with another faith (mostly Christian denominations). Table 2 , http://www.census.gov/population/ socdemo/ voting/p20-542/tab02.pdf.
a " Core " = respondent who self-identifi es as a Jew and does not report being a member of a non-Jewish religion as well; " Core In our analyses, we also compared core Jews who reported being part of a major denomination in American Judaism (e.g., Orthodox, Conservative, Reconstructionist, Reform; n = 776) with nonaffi liated core Jews. These nonaffi liated core respondents reported having no faith, no religion, or being atheists but still identifi ed as Jews ( n = 277). Many of the questions about ritual behavior, communal affi liation, and belief that appeared in the 1990 NJPS were repeated in the 2000 -2001 survey. For example, both surveys i ncluded questions about denominational affi liation, certain common rituals, volunteering for Jewish or non-Jewish organizations, and whether anti-Jewish feelings are a serious problem in the United States.
Sample Composition and Weighting Considerations
With both surveys, we used unweighted data after careful consideration of concerns and disagreements that have arisen over the weights in the 2000 -2001 data set ( DellaPergola, 2005 ; Kadushin, Phillips, & Saxe, 2005 ) . The sampling weights were constructed mainly to account for Jews living in areas of the county where few Jews reside (given the expense of fi nding these rarer cases with traditional random-digit-dialing methods). Of the elders in the sample, 82% lived in metropolitan areas in the Middle Atlantic, South Atlantic, and Pacifi c regions of the country that contain the three largest concentrations of Jews in the United States (i.e., Greater New York, Greater Miami, and Greater Los Angeles) and which together are estimated to contain about one quarter of all Jews living in the world ( DellaPergola, 2007 ) . The unweighted data, therefore, likely overrepresent respondents from the Northeast and underrepresent other regions.
In focusing on an older population, it is also important to note that the sampling weights were based on the entire population of all ages without particular attention to persons aged 65 years or older. Older and sicker persons are less likely to complete phone surveys ( Herzog & Kulka, 1989 ) and are more likely to live in institutional settings; the Jewish elderly in particular are overrepresented in nursing homes in the United States ( Kahana & Kahana, 1984 ) . Therefore, our fi ndings based on unweighted data apply to elders living in the community and may not apply to those in nursing homes and similar facilities. Taken as a whole, the core group (denominational and nondenominational subsamples combined) was 59% female. The mean and median ages were 75 years, and 79% of the sample were born in the United States. The median income was in the range of $25,000 -$35,000. Of the 45% who had completed college, about 41% went on for advanced degrees. Forty-nine percent were married, and 8% were childless. Nearly half lived alone, and only about 4% lived in a household with three or more persons.
Results
Sociodemographic Characteristics
Eighty percent had at least one parent born outside the United States. Of those who were themselves born outside the United States, half had arrived since 1960. Twenty-one percent were immigrants, 60% had an immigrant parent, and 16% were the grandchildren of immigrants. The majority of the native born respondents were born in New York and Pennsylvania.
In terms of religious denominations, nearly equal proportions reported being Conservative or Reform (32% each), whereas 8% were Orthodox and 19% described themselves as " Just Jewish. " The most frequently observed ritual was a Passover seder (76%), and 55% reported volunteering for a Jewish organization in the past year. Seventyseven percent reported ever being a member of a synagogue (either currently or in the past), but 18% reported that cost prevented them from being members of a synagogue in the past 5 years.
Comparisons With the 1990 NJPS
Between 1990 and 2000 -2001, the median age had risen from 71 to 75 years, and the proportion female rose from 54% to 59%. The proportion married dropped from 58% to 49%, whereas the proportion widowed rose from 33% to 36%. Finally, the proportion of respondents living in one-person households increased from 37% to 50%. These facts point to an older overall sample population in the 2000 -2001 survey. On the other hand, the 2000 -2001 respondents were better educated (45% of older respondents had a BA degree or more compared with 31% in 1990) and were more likely to own their home (73% compared with 63% in 1990). Despite the trend toward greater integration, the percentage of immigrants among the Jewish elderly rose by a half from 14% to 21% between 1990 and 2000 -2001. Most of this growth was due to the arrival of Jews from the former Soviet Union, who represented 92% of those who arrived since 1990 ( Ament, 2004 ) .
The percentage of respondents who reported identifying with one of the four largest formal In 1990, 14% of respondents reported that they believed that the Torah was the " actual word of God, " and a similar proportion responded in 2000 -2001 that the Torah was " written by God. " The fact that so few of the elderly core Jewish respondents in both samples expressed a belief in revelation confi rms that Jewish identity is not built around this traditional religious belief for most Jews, even among those who described themselves as Orthodox (see Table 2 ). Both surveys also asked about ritual practices in the American Jewish community, including attending a Passover seder, attending synagogue at least once a year, lighting Hanukkah candles, fasting on Yom Kippur, lighting Sabbath candles, and more traditional practices such as having separate meat and dairy dishes and not handling money on the Sabbath. Overall, the proportions observing the most common Jewish rituals dropped between 1990 and 2000 -2001. Attending a Passover seder declined from 80% to 76%, and attending synagogue at least once a year dropped from 75% to 64%. Lighting Hanukkah candles, however, remained almost identical at nearly 74% in both surveys. Though the numbers of persons reporting these three activities declined, reports of lighting Sabbath candles increased slightly from 47% to 52%. As this is a ritual generally performed by women, this increase suggests an interesting gendered trend that may refl ect a continued (and possibly strengthening) role of Jewish women in family and home life ( Glicksman & Koropeckyj-Cox, 1997 ) .
Both surveys asked about perceived social status in American society, including perceptions of anti-Jewish prejudice. There was a sharp drop in the percentage of respondents who perceived a high level of anti-Jewish prejudice ( " Strongly agree " in 1990 and " A great deal " in 2000 -2001; see Table 2 for categories in the two surveys). In 1990, 61% of respondents strongly agreed with the statement, whereas only 43% of the respondents in 2000 -2001 said a great deal. The respondents who reported volunteering for an organization that was not specifi cally Jewish rose from 28% in 1990 to 60% in 2000 -2001.
Comparisons Between Core and Noncore Respondents
Next, we compared the denominationally affi liated, the nonaffi liated, and noncore respondents, as summarized in Table 3 . Fewer than 10% of the denominationally affi liated described themselves as very observant compared with 4% of the nonaffi liated core respondents and 2% of the noncore respondents. These results refl ect a general pattern of not only lower observance among those more loosely affi liated with Jewish institutions but also relatively low observance even among the denominationally affi liated.
A series of 14 questions asked about what it means to be Jewish and contained measures of all three of the traditional ways of defi ning Jewish identity: religion, ethnicity, and family. The series also included questions that tapped into both identity (belief) and identifi cation (behaviors). Table 4 shows the signifi cant differences among the three groups.
We ranked the responses to these 14 questions from lowest to highest based on the percentage of persons in each group responding " a lot " to each question, revealing some interesting patterns. While the two core groups each named " remembering the Holocaust " as their most frequently cited component of what it means to be Jewish, the noncore group most frequently noted " belief in God. " This item appeared third among the core respondents. Remembering the Holocaust is not a basic religious belief or practice within Judaism, but it invokes a central event in modern Jewish history and the survival of the Jewish people. Its importance in defi ning Jewish identity suggests a unique component that transcends religious belief or connection to the State of Israel.
On the other hand, the fact that belief in God ranked only fi fth among the denominationally affi liated is equally telling. Indeed, the two most clearly and explicitly religious items, observing Jewish law (halacha) and attending synagogue, were ranked last among all three groups. This may be expected for the nonaffi liated core and noncore respondents, but its placement at the bottom among the denominationally affi liated core Jews confi rms that older adults ' Jewish identity is not closely connected to (nor does it necessarily require) ritual practice or communal worship. On the other hand, the question regarding whether a " rich spiritual life " is part of being Jewish was ranked highest (7th) among the noncore Jews, followed by the core nonaffi liated Jews (9th) and the denominational Jewish respondents (12th, just ahead of synagogue attendance and observing Jewish law). In other words, the more affi liated a person was with a denomination within Judaism, the less likely that the person regarded a rich spiritual life as part of what it means to be Jewish.
Even larger differences between the core and the noncore respondents emerged when we looked at the importance of religion in life today and whether the respondent considered her or himself personally religious (see Table 3 ). Only 35% of the core respondents, compared with 60% of the noncore respondents, reported that religion was " very important " in life today ( p < .001), and only 12% of the denominational respondents but 36% of the noncore reporting themselves to be " very " religious ( p < .001). These results are very much in line with the responses to the 14 questions discussed previously.
When asked if they felt a strong sense of belonging to the Jewish people, 79% of the denominational respondents, 61% of the nonaffi liated core respondents, and 54% of the core respondents answered that they strongly agreed with that statement. When asked how emotionally attached they felt to Israel, similar proportions of the denominational and nonaffi liated core respondents (39% and 41%, respectively) but only 16% of the noncore respondents reported being " very attached. " These responses taken together show not only the greater sense of " belonging " among the denominational respondents but also that the sense of belonging was not closely tied to feelings of connection with the State of Israel, a link that had been assumed in the previous generation of Jewish elders.
Next, we compared the three groups with regard to their sociodemographic characteristics: a See defi nitions of terms " Core, " " Core Denom, " " Core Nondenom, " and " Noncore " in Table 1 . b Chi-square was not signifi cant when only the core denominational and noncore groups were compared. age, gender, income, education, and immigration cohort using chi-square and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures. Only two of these items, cohort ( F = 27.57, p < .000) and income ( F = 6.27, p < .002), showed any statistically signifi cant differences between the groups. Whereas 4% of the denominational and nonaffi liated groups were at least two generations away from immigration to the United States, 30% of the noncore reported being at least two generations in the United States. The mean income range for denominational respondents was $25,000 -$35, 000, whereas the means for nondenominational and noncore respondents were in the range of $15,000 -$25,000. The denominational core group ' s mean income was signifi cantly different from those of both the nondenominational core and the noncore groups, but there was no difference between the nondenominational core and the noncore on income.
Multivariate Analysis
We completed a multinomial logistic regression in order to determine the factors related to being in the denominational or nonaffi liated core groups or in the noncore. We entered the 14 items regarding what is involved in being a Jew. We also included the two questions about religion ( " Is religion important in life today? " and " How personally religious are you? " ) because these items asked about religion in general terms rather than any specifi c belief or practice. We then added the two sociodemographic items, cohort and income, that showed signifi cant group differences in the one-way ANOVAs (see Table 5 ).
The denominational core responses were significantly different from the nonaffi liated with regard to cohort, income, importance of religion in life today, belief in God, and being personally religious. They were also signifi cantly different from the noncore group on cohort, income, importance of religion in life today, and celebrating Jewish holidays. The nonaffi liated core group differed from the noncore on cohort, importance of religion in life today, being personally religious, and celebrating Jewish holidays. The core groups were more likely to be in cohorts closer to arrival in the United States, less likely to see religion as very important in life today, and more likely to celebrate Jewish holidays compared with the noncore group. In sum, the noncore group placed greater emphasis on religion and was further removed from migration to the United States, whereas the two core groups placed greater emphasis on family and community as the way they expressed their Jewish identity and were fewer generations removed from immigration.
Discussion
Our analyses indicate that the current cohort of older Jews is more assimilated into the fabric of See defi nitions of terms " Core, " " Core Denom, " " Core Nondenom, " and " Noncore " in Table 1 . b Fisher exact test. * p < .05. ** p < .01.*** p < .0000.
American society than the group studied in 1990. Not only are they better educated, wealthier, and more likely to own their own homes but also they are less religiously observant and more comfortable in non-Jewish organizations. They are part of an ongoing process of assimilating into the wider society, a process that shows no sign of abatement and can best be seen in the division between the core and the noncore respondents. Compared with the core respondents, those respondents who reported being Christian as well as Jewish were also more likely to report that religion was important in their lives, that they were personally religious, and that belief in God was an important way to express their Jewish identity. Paradoxically, religion may have served this group as a vehicle for mobility out of the Jewish community rather than a force to strengthen community.
Jewish elders who identifi ed with no other faith and who identifi ed with a religious denomination within Judaism were also more likely to show high levels of Jewish identity; their ethnic -and by extension familial -connections, rather than religious beliefs, appeared to be at the center of their identity as Jews. Positive feelings about Israel and support for communal organizations, for example, differentiated the core and noncore groups. Ethnicity was intertwined with Jewish identity for these elders, and it was their ethnic identity, not their feelings about the importance of religion in general or Judaism in particular that separated the core from the noncore respondents.
In other words, ethnic/national identity and family seemed to be keys to maintaining ethnic and religious community, whereas the American, individualized version of faith may be more fl uid and lead people away from Judaism to other faiths or some American amalgam of traditions from many faiths.
Implications for Gerontological Research and Practice
Five major implications for research and practice emerge from these fi ndings. First, they indicate that ethnicity is more than a racial category or measure Third, religiousness by itself is not necessarily a measure of strong community affi liation. We fi nd that higher ratings regarding the importance of religion and being personally religious are related to a greater likelihood of practicing a non-Jewish faith and being outside the core of the Jewish community. On the other hand, strong connections to Judaism (and in turn their potential role in shaping one's resources or well-being in old age) may not be captured well with standard measures of religious belief or practice.
Fourth, as gerontologists increasingly rely on national samples for empirical data on aging, we need to recognize that such samples can rarely include enough respondents of a particular ethnic or religious group to examine them in meaningful ways. Furthermore, a single question on religious identifi cation or " preference " (which is usually all one has) provides very limited information; it offers little insight into religious or ethnic identity and their meanings in the lives of elders. More detailed questions about ethnicity and religion (and their interactions) are needed, but we must also recognize that the same limited set of questions may not suffi ce for understanding the diverse experiences of a wide range of groups. Our research therefore supports the need for more nuanced studies of religious identity, religiousness, and ethnic variations and their links with other domains, including physical and mental health, social support, and social capital in the lives of older persons.
Fifth, the differences between the 1990 and 2000 -2001 samples seem to indicate cohort differences, whereby the meanings of ethnic and religious identities among American Jewish elders are not static. Immigration cohort, migration cohorts within the United States, and the general changes that occur over time within American society all need to be taken into account when studying group beliefs and behaviors.
Lastly, there are implications of these fi ndings for practice and policy as well as for research. When we organize programs, teach cultural diversity, or plan for new services that will be used by people of diverse backgrounds, we need to recognize that such planning must go beyond the standard categories of race, ethnicity, and national origin. An approach that considers the wide diversity in the aging population presents new challenges as many urban areas may include hundreds of different types of ethnic and religious backgrounds and combinations thereof. Learning and addressing the nuances will require intensive cooperation with representative members of each group, and prior knowledge based on earlier research or generalizations of broad heterogeneous groups needs to be updated and reexamined. Indeed, the changes within the American Jewish community remind us that research fi ndings on older adults are often cohort-specifi c; key fi ndings should be revisited often to account for changes in cultures, beliefs, communal organization, economic circumstances, and life course experiences of successive cohorts of older adults.
Conclusions
The availability of the 1990 and 2000 -2001 NJPSs provides an unusual opportunity to examine the lives of older persons belonging to a particular religious -ethnic group. The fi ndings from these analyses should encourage researchers to give more thought to identifying the best ways of understanding the roles of ethnicity and religion as well as historical experience in the lives of older persons.
The decisions older persons and their families make with regard to health care, living arrangements, and all the other domains of life are shaped in signifi cant part by shared belief systems that emerge from specifi c religious traditions and ethnic heritages. These belief systems are in fl ux, sometimes between generations and sometimes across the lifetime of a single individual. These decisions are also profoundly infl uenced by position in the social system, which in turn is often the outcome of the complex intermix of ascribed statuses (such as race and gender) and achieved status (such as education and income). Furthermore, characteristics such as race, religion, ethnicity, and immigration cohort change in their meanings and signifi cance over time and across societies. Outcomes such as subjective well-being and feelings of generativity are the products of the complex mix of these domains as they are shaped in the lives of older individuals and their families. Treating these domains as static (i.e., that they do not change historically or across an individual ' s life) or making implicit assumptions about commonalities within broad groups (such as based on skin color), the researcher or practitioner potentially misses signifi cant variations among and within groups. At the same time, treating ethnicity or religion as if they were defi ned only by individual perceptions and beliefs leads us to miss their larger meanings and social contexts. The fi eld of gerontology may greatly benefi t from better appreciating and attending to the complex and evolving interplay between faith, family, and ethnicity and the role that these domains play in shaping the lives of elders and the communities in which they live.
